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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Iwata et 
al (U.S. 4,514,826) in view of Ibaraki et al (U.S. 5,617,476). 

As to claim 1, Iwata et al discloses an image processing apparatus comprising: 
At least two signal processor modules (PE1, PE2, see Fig. 3) interconnected with each 
other in series, each of the signal processor modules (PE) having an input port through 
which data is input, a memory (M11, B12, M13) which stores data, a signal processor 
portion (P) which carries out processing on input data according to a program and an 
output port (see fig. 3) through which data is output. Iwata et al shows in fig. 3 that the 
processor P has two outputs, one is connected to PE2 and the other is connected to the 
bus. 

Iwata does not specifically states that at least one of the signal processor 
modules outputs in parallel both unprocessed input data and processed data obtained 
by processing the input data. 

Ibaraki et al teaches a separator 81 in fig. 8 A, that outputs both processed data 
and unprocessed data in parallel (see fig. 8A). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art to have 
modified Iwata et al wherein: the at least one of the signal processor modules outputs in 
parallel both unprocessed input data and processed data obtained by processing the 
input data. 

The motivation for doing so would be to increase the speed of processing data in 
the second processor in a series of processors, whereby, the unprocessed data does 
not have to pass through the second processor in a series processing, so that the 
unprocessed data can be forward directly to the output port, while less data is passing 
through the subsequent processing module. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2-5 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 

matter: 

The prior art of record (namely, Iwata et al (U.S. 4,514,826) and Ibaraki et al 
(U.S. 5,617,476) do not disclose, teach or suggest, processor stores within one cycle in 
the memory unprocessed data as input and processed data obtained by reading out 
and processing unprocessed data stored in the memory predetermined number of 
cycles before and outputs within one cycle through the output port unprocessed and 
processed data stored in the memory predetermined number of cycles before, and the 
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other processor stores within one cycle in the memory unprocessed as input and 
processed data obtained by reading out and processing unprocessed data stored in the 
memory predetermined number of cycles before and outputs within one cycle and 
outputs through the output port unprocessed input data stored in the memory 
predetermined number of cycles before, as claimed in claim 2. 

The prior art of record (namely, Iwata et al (U.S. 4,514,826) and Ibaraki et al 
(U.S. 5,617,476) do not disclose, teach or suggest, a mounting means on which a signal 
processor module is removably mounted, provided for at least one of the processor 
modules; and a switching means is provided for said at least one processor module to 
transfer data to the processor module through its input port when it is mounted on the 
mounting means and to transfer the same to a component forward of the processor 
module when it is not mounted on the mounting means, as claimed in claim 5. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/10/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that "there is teaching, disclosure or suggestion of any image 
processing apparatus or capability in the relational algebra engine for using in a 
relational database system of Iwata" and "It is clearly disclosed that fig. 3 of Iwata is a 
block diagram of a relational algebra engine for performing sort/merge algorithm, which 
is clearly and completely unrelated to imaging processing and the signal processor 
modules utilized in image processing in Applicant's claimed invention", and "Should the 
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examiner continues asserting that Iwata teaches an image processing system and 
signal processors, Applicants would respectfully request the examiner to provide 
support by pointing out where in Iwata such disclosure can be found.", the arguments 
have been fully considered but they are not found to be persuasive because the of 
following reason(s): 

(1) In response to applicant's arguments, the recitation "An image processing 
apparatus" has not been given patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the 
preamble. A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely 
recites the purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body 
of the claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the 
process steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. See In re H/rao, 535 
F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 
USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 

(2) Iwata et al discloses at least two signal processor modules (PE1, PE2, see 
Fig. 3) interconnected with each other in series, each of the signal processor modules 
(PE) having an input port through which data is input, a memory (M1 1, B12, M13) which 
stores data, a signal processor portion (P) which carries out processing on input data 
according to a program and an output port (see fig. 3) through which data is output. 
Iwata et al shows in fig. 3 that the processor P has two outputs, one is connected to 
PE2 and the other is connected to the bus. 
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Applicant argues that "Ibaraki does not teach, disclose or suggest at least one of 
the signal processor modules outputs in parallel both unprocessed input data and 
processed data obtained by processing the input data, as recited in Applicants' claim 1." 
And that "examiner erroneously equated the separator 81 to Applicants' signal 
processor modules" and that "separator 81 of Ibaraki is not a signal processor module 
and does not have its own memory and signal processor portion", the arguments have 
been fully considered but they are not found to be persuasive because the of following 
reason(s): 

(1) In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

(2) Iwata et al. is cited to teach at least two signal processor modules (PE1 , PE2, 
see Fig. 3) interconnected with each other in series, each of the signal processor 
modules (PE) having an input port through which data is input, a memory (M11, B12, 
M13) which stores data, a signal processor portion (P) which carries out processing on 
input data according to a program and an output port (see fig. 3) through which data is 
output. Iwata et al shows in fig. 3 that the processor P has two outputs, one is 
connected to PE2 and the other is connected to the bus. 
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Iwata et al. does not specifically states that at least one of the signal processor 
modules outputs in parallel both unprocessed input data and processed data obtained 
by processing the input data. 

Ibaraki et al. is cited by the examiner to teach a separator 81 in fig. 8 A, that 
outputs both processed data and unprocessed data in parallel (see fig. 8A). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art to have 
modified Iwata et al. wherein: the at least one of the signal processor modules outputs 
in parallel both unprocessed input data and processed data obtained by processing the 
input data. 

The motivation for doing so would be to increase the speed of processing data in 
the second processor in a series of processors, whereby, the unprocessed data does 
not have to pass through the second processor in a series processing, so that the 
unprocessed data can be forward directly to the output port, while less data is passing 
through the subsequent processing module. 

Applicant argues that "Applicants would respectfully request the examiner to at 
least provide the rationale for combining a relational algebra engine for use in a 
relational database of Iwata with an audio scrambling system of Ibaraki" the arguments 
have been fully considered but they are not found to be persuasive because the of 
following reason(s): 

(1) In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
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combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the motivation to 
combine in the rejection is found in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. 

(2) The motivation for doing so would be to increase the speed of processing 
data in the second processor in a series of processors, whereby, the unprocessed data 
does not have to pass through the second processor in a series processing, so that the 
unprocessed data can be forward directly to the output port, while less data is passing 
through the subsequent processing module. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dov Popovici whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4083. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Coles can be reached on 571-272-7402. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Dov Popovrci 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2625 



